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In response to the Office Action dated March 19, 2003, reconsideration and allowance of 
the subject application are respectfully requested.- Upon entry of this Request, claims 1-14 are 
all the claims pending in the application. Applicant respectfully submits that the pending claims 
define patentable subject matter. 



- Since the due date of July 19, 2003 fell on a Saturday, this Amendment is being timely filed on the 
next business day of Monday, July 21, 2003, along with a Petition for Extension of Time and 
appropriate fee. 



Amended) 



Sir: 
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Claims 1-10 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Barzegar 
et al. (USP 6,363,079; hereafter "Barzegar"). Applicant respectfully traverses the prior art 
rejection. 

The Examiner maintains that Barzegar discloses all of the features of independent claims 
1, 4, 7 and 10 including a detector for detecting an indication signal and an adjustor adjusting a 
capacity parameter for the vocal conmianding based on the indication signal. 

In the Amendment filed January 13, 2003, Applicant argued that Barzegar does not teach 
or suggest adjusting a capacity parameter for the vocal commanding based on the indication 
signal, as claimed. In particular, although Barzegar does disclose utilizing speech recognition in 
a voice dialing scenario (e.g., see column 15, lines 1-30), the capacity parameter for the vocal 
commanding appears to be fixed. On the other hand, the present invention, teaches that a 
flexible capacity parameter is utilized for adjusting the available bandwidth between terminal 
and speech recognizer and/or for adjusting a processor capacity of terminal and/or speech 
recognizer, e.g., a sampling rate or a noise reduction being deactivated, as a result of which name 
dialing, conmiand and control, and dictation can be done with the highest efficiency. 

In response to the arguments for patentability (page 3 of the Office Action), the Examiner 
indicates that "the prior art discloses that the FMP/NSP provides bandwidth-on-demand feature 
(column 17, lines 37-60), which suggest[s] that the system can provide variable bandwidth and 
the corresponding capacity parameter, so that whoever need[s] certain bandwidth, the system is 
capable of providing the requested bandwidth." Further, the Examiner contends that "even 
though the speech recognition function (herein equivalent to speech recognizer) is located in the 
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NSP (network server platform), the system can treat the recognizer as a noraial bandwidth 
demander." Lastly, the Examiner asserts that "Barzegar further discloses a public switch with 
SS7 type network (column 5, lines 34-35) and ATM switch network (colunm 5, line 25), which 
further supports the variable bandwidth applications." 

Applicant again respectfully submits that the claimed invention would not have been 
anticipated by or rendered obvious in view of Barzegar. In particular, nowhere does Barzegar 
teach or suggest that the voice dialing service provided by network server complex 38 (facilities 
management platform 32 and network server platform 36) adjusts a variable capacity parameter 
for vocal commanding (i.e., voice dialing). Rather, Barzegar simply discloses the voice dialing 
allows a subscriber to call another subscriber by giving a vocal conmiand (e.g., stating the other 
subscriber's name). The "indication" signal (column 4, lines 25 - 35) of Barzegar is merely used 
for distinguishing a voice-dialing call from a normal call or other kind of conmiunication (data, 
video-telephone, video or radio channels, etc.) 

While Applicant agrees with the Examiner regarding Barzegar disclosing bandwidth on 
demand applications and variable bandwidth applications (column 17, line 30 - 60), nowhere 
does the cited reference teach or suggest in any way that these applications may be utilized with 
the disclosed voice dialing for adjusting a variable capacity parameter for vocal commanding. 
In other words, although Barzegar discloses a voice-dialing application and a bandwidth-on- 
demand application, there is no disclosed or suggested connection between these two 
applications. 
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Barzegar, in particular, does not disclose a voice command scenario where different 
bandwidth might be allocated within the voice conmiand scenario. On the contrary, the 
indication signal according to the present invention is used to adjust a variable capacity 
parameter. Furthermore, the object from which the present invention starts, i.e., that speech 
recognition in conventional teleconmiunication systems "based upon a fixed capacity (with said 
vocal conwnanding taking place via a fixed bandwidth between source and destination - and/or a 
fi;ced sampling rate at source and/or destination ..." (see first three paragraphs of the present 
application) is inefficient and disadvantageous, is not even addressed in Barzegar. Thus, 
Applicant submits Barzegar does not provide any motivation to combine a particular bandwidth 
allocation with the voice-dialing scenario. 

Anticipation under 35 U.S.C. § 102 requires the presence in a single prior art disclosure of 
all elements of a claimed invention arranged as in the claim. See Connell v. Sears. Roebuck & Co. , 
220 U.S.P.Q. 193, 198 (Fed. Cir. 1983). However, the Barzegar reference is not properly a § 102 
reference at all since the Examiner has not established that the applied reference includes each and 
every feature of the claimed invention. Rather, the Examiner's reasons in support of the rejection 
clearly indicate that the teachings of the reference require modification in order to produce the 
claimed invention (i.e., "suggests that the system can provide . . "the system is capable of 
providing . . .", "the system can treat . . ."). Further, even if the claims were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious in view of Barzegar, Applicant submits that the rejection would 
be improper since the cited reference does not provide the requisite motivation for modifying it's 
teachings in order to produce the claimed invention. 
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Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 1-10 should be allowable 
because (1) the cited reference does not teach or suggest all of the features of the claimed 
invention and (2) one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to modify the 
reference's teachings to produce the claimed invention. 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted, 




SUGHRUE MION, PLLC Christopher R. Lipp 

Telephone: (202) 293-7060 Registration No. 41,157 

Facsimile: (202)293-7860 



WASHINGTON OFHCE 




23373 

PATENT TItADEMARK OFHCE 

Date: July 21, 2003 Attorney Docket No.: Q68455 
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